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Lfr&tf V#" P V;F.*i 


3 February 1956 


mimmmn for vm record 

SKWSWj iBtonrlw with Mr. Roger 3* Hitor • Site for froposed Mew uXA 
Building. 


X, On 3 February 1956 Hr. Roger 0. fisher conferred with me in ay 
office. In the presence of Hr. Lawrence S. Houston, with regard to the pos- 
sible location ©f th« proposed new CU headqaarter® building in the -Dis- 
trict of Columbia. He first presented me with a memorandum entitled se- 
curity Considerations Affecting two .Alternative Locations of CIA,* a. o®py 
of which is attaohed* I read the memorandum and immediately told him that 
th© last sentence of bis first paragraph... "It 1® understood that Colonel 
white. Deputy Birector of CIA, has stated that the Agency would be glad to 
locate some portion of the Agency at & site meeting all dispersal standards 
...was in error and that I had not made this or any other statement with 
T&gwxk to tills sa&ttar* 




2, Our discussion lasted about three quarters of an hour and the 
of it is as follows* 

I advised Mr* Fisher that wo- had been through all of th© consid- 
erations set forth in Ms memorandum very carefully and many times and that 
there was nothing new in them. I explained that we already had a facility 
where we could locate a part of the Agency, and that, in any case, after re- 
peated studio® we had concluded that th© great bulk of th® organisation 
would have to remain together. I then pointed out that at a District loca- 
tion under his proposal the basic problem would b« no different from .mat 
it would be if th© whole Agency located here. Without citing names or 
places, I reviewed the fact that a "Government" policy had been established 
which directed that we not locate in th© District of Columbia, but, rather, 
on the fringe of metropolitan Washington, and that insofar m I knew those 
conditions had not been changed* I added that of course me had tried to 
keep current on this situation and were not relying on a letter received 
from the Director of th# Of fie© of Defense Mobilisation about 31 December 
195ii. Mr. fisher then asked a# if I would check with the Office of Defense 
Mobilisation to sea if I wers still correct. I told Mm that I had checked 
quite recently (as late as yesterday) and had no reason to believe that 
these conditions had been changed. I ©Bfjhasisod that CIA was in no posi- 
tion. to rsop« this matter and that in my judgment it was not in our best 

interests to do so. 


oc yfar RF RF\/IF' a/ 
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X ttea Mplataed to Hr. flstor the lone “* 

psnte which would be eoooimtered • 5 °“^ a 4 .cl.ion to Sid on any 

^ this lats date. X rendnded him that lie 

^‘rV 2 .».lon. that ho we. not . planner but^roly^^to^lee 

questions for *5“ M fth'eSlete°* 3 «!UsSy and had followed erery procedure 
Pittas Squired to^llow by lew 1 failed to uMcrstend -hy ha P«r- 
sifted in Ms attests to upset the Magley looaMon in rim ofJ&® ,mt 
that yesterday ^ ^ 

SL°his“i>.itton'by saying that ho did ^not^ consid er thi s 

Mug SomMsaton vote sines all of Mia that 

«r r e w s: 

Sisrssafess: s = r ; 

request CIA to build all of the roads, bridges, ©to., mt a definite eo 
S of their approval, ft*. Houston and I of course insisted that this ms 

entirely incorrect. 

at thi. juncture Br. Houston pointed out to Water that ho, Water, 
hnd only on. objective in wtai, i.»., to k*.p us from 
uny Jm. at bi. di.po.al, and that h. was not in » Petite 

factor, which thi. Ag.ncy had cw»M»rad 2 d tteTte was 

ai.tod forcefully that thi. «a. Hr. fiaher*. prlsa tetira and teat te wa. 

not in a poaition to pa., judgtent on the «««"»£": Sdadttat te^ 
ted that this was Ms motivation* however, he immediately ne 

Sd tTom convinced that it ms in the national J *™***^ ~ l *** 
in the District, rather than at Mngley, and that he ms motivated 
T* Srcn'funM stronger, by this consideration, ^haslsi^ 
loaUy that m remarks should not be misinterpreted, l 
the Canadians and Klaus Fuchs who, after their government ted taken * 

Mrin had ^sorted, to mm pretty drastic actions because they sincerely ^be 

lleved their goveriment was wrong. I tried to persuade Mr. f^®* 1 ®** 

dcci.ion.u^o^te^bte^d^^o^gtete^ntal^lW^ 

aTtJ^fn to co^tehl. tLt 

iTvrmmd further. 1 then said, 1 take it that what you assume you are 

trying to do is helpful to CM?* He respondedaffiraatively ^ 

he^ naturally assumed that we thought he was trying to be helpihl and that 

, , JZ.» n -n »0 would not raise tM.® issue was because we thought m ir 

the only reason we wouxa now xr®***® «*«■« T . . * regard 

revocable decision had been made. I assured him that CM did not r«gara 
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his motions m helpful, baft, on th© contrary, very detrimental and not in 
our beat interests or that of the Governssont. 

In response to his request for an explanation of statements .wade 
by It*. Salles that w® preferred a District site, 1 very carefully explained 
to him that there definitely was a tine when we had considered the District 
m a site along with several others, but that mvm though we might have 
felt tentatively that a District location would be preferable m did not 
comp lets m analysis of this possibility inasmuch as before it was completed 
it had been decided as a matter of Government policy that we should not lo- 
cate in the District, 

Hr. fisher repeatedly referred to the "staff level" of experts in 
the Office of Defense Mobilisation with whom he had talked and who were en- 
tirely sympathetic to hie point of view. He implied that the attached mem- 
©random had been prepared in collaboration with these experts and that it 
would be accepted by the Office of Defense Mobilisation and the Jhite Sousa 
Aswsdiately if 9X4. would only request that the matter be reconsidered. He 
then asked m specifically whether X would, on a lower level than I had pre- 
viously asked and specifically on th© staff level with which he was dealing, 
request that this matter be reconsidered., I responded negatively, awl he 
immediately stated that he then had no alternative but to take the whole 
matter to the "Hill" and do what ha eouW. I said that this was, of course, 
his right and privilege but again repeated ®y hope that th© Planning Commis- 
sion having considered and voted favorably on this matter he would not con- 
tinue to be destructive. 


3* As he left, he insisted that I answer his question as to whether 
or not wo would have abided by the Planning Commission* s decision if ths 
vote had been against us, X told hi® that I saw no reason why X needed to 
answer such a hypothetical question, X also stated that we had not yet ac- 
cepted the favorable vote and emphasised to him that we would have no com- 
assist on the Planning Commission* s vote or on the question of whether m 
would locate at Langley until we had received the report of the Planning Com- 
mission. 


/s/ 


DD/S:LKWsl.aq 

Distributions 

~L - General Counsel 
A. - Legislative Counsel 
1 - EA-DCI 
1 - SA-DGI (Grogan) 


L. I. Msm 
Director 
(Support) 
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